
A ‘TITLE: Public I-learing 10 consider the appeal of G R  regarding the P l ~ n i i i ~  
~ o i n ~ ~ s s i o n ’ s  denial of the request to amend olution 03-12 adding a condition of 
approval to the Vin er’s Square S ~ o p p ~ n ~  Center. located at the northwest cortier of 
Lower ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a ! ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o  cad and ~ ~ t t ~ e i n a n  Lane 

TE: July 2,2003 

Y: ~ o ~ ~ i i i i i t y  
.. ~ ~._____ ____.__-.. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ AC:TION: Reverse the Planning Commission action and approve the added 
condition of  approval to Resolution 02-12 for property located at the 
irorthwrst comer of ettlenian Lane and Lower §acrame~to Road. 

The P ~ a ~ ~ ~ i i n g  Coininissio~i met on June 1 I ,  2003 to consider the request 
EM to add a condition to the Resolution ~ ~ p p r ~ ~ v i n g  the Vintner’s 

Square Shopping Center and Final Environmeiital Impact Report. The 
condition would read as follows: 

7 7 1 ~  projecr opplicunc shail catt.se a perpetual ugr~cuiturul con.senution, euselnerit to he imposed over not 
Ir.w titun 2239  ~ C I P S  of ~[~nt i ,~uoi .~ ,s  irctive a~ri(~tilrnra1 acreage elseivlzer-e within thr Lotfi A VA if San 
.louyirin C,’oi.cnty. These soils siiull he perrnutiently proiected front ,future dev~ lop jn f?~~ t  via enforceable deed 
r-csfricrioris. Aci-enge hetinem Lodi and Stockioir shall he targeted. Soils and funning con,difions shnil he 
eqfii;vulent or superior to the project area. Protected acrrage shall he set-aside within oiie ( l )  year of &he 
~ / ~ i ? i ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ n ? i , ~ f  qf u n ~  crmstmciion ucrivih within the developmerrt. 

‘The applicant proposed this condition as a mians to assuage concerns raised by the opposi~on group to the 
commercial pro-iect. The hope was to have the ~ ~ ~ n n i u g  ~ o ~ n m ~ s ~ i o n  enact the condition on their previously 
approved rcsohtion ptior to the City Coirricil consideration of  the appeal filed by the same opposition group. 

‘The Plmiiiig ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i i i ~ s i o i i  denied the applic~~nt’s request. In short, I believe the ~o:ninission felt ur~~omfor t~ib~e 
with wlval they thought was a policy question better left with the City Council. Staff advised the Planning 
Coiminission ilia1 their action would be neither precedent nor p o k y  setting. Nonetheless, they chose to not add the 
condition. 

Unfortnnately, the opposition group. led by Ann Ceniey. submitted a letter to the Planning Commission during the 
public hearing ~ ~ ~ i i e s ~ i i i ~  sever;il amendments to the condition language. This opposition to the condition that the 
group origiiially wantcd further coiiip~icated the issue. That letter is  included on your a t ~ a c ~ ~ e n ( s .  In response to 
the letter’s three points, sraff would d fe r  the following thoughts: 
i . j  It i s  prrinatwe to specify an e n d o w ~ ~ e n ~ a s  a land trust, or other qualified holder of the easemen$hits not been 

decignittetl. The, applicant may find a benefactor that does not require any further funding. The condition, as 
proposeti, very clearly state.; the  easement shall be in perpetuity and permanently protect that acreage from 
iiiiiire iieveiopimenr. 
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2.) i t  i s  also premature to identify the land trust by July 11,2003 as the land i d e n ~ i ~ i ~ ~ t i o n  may have some impact 
to t h s  condition. The tirnc frame for i r n ~ ~ e ~ i e n t i n ~  the proposed condition is clear, Further, this point assumes 
the project is going forward by July I I, 2003, perhaps prior to any permit issuance. 

3.) The proposed condition was based on language submitted by Ms. Cemey to the Pianiring Commission. Thai 
lairgoage was obvioiisly acceptable on May 14“’ but i s  today inadequate, Specific to this point, the project site 
i s  not near the southem border of Lodi. in fact. i t  is nearly one mile from Harney Lane., the City’s current 
tout.kerii border. The opponent has previously argued for the condition or1 the basis ofthe loss of Prime 
~ ~ i - i ~ l a ~ i ~ .  it appears that the real motive i s  to create a separation betweon the cities of  Lodi and Stockton. 
Finally. 1 would note that the proposed conditioir does suggest that land betwee,ir Lodi and Stockton he targeted. 

The condition i s  not meant to create a sepamtor, but rather to offset the deveiopinerit of Prime Farmland. This must 
he thought of as cwo different, but related issiirs. As i mentiorled in the staff report to the ~ ~ a n n i n g  Cornmissiorr, 
the applicmt has shown a good faith efforf to resolve the conflict with Ms. Cemey and her group 

~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ j :  None required . 

Community Development Directtor 

~ \ t t a ~ ~ l ~ j e l l l ~ :  
Letter of Appeal 
P!anniiig ~ ( ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ [ ) ~ i  StafF Report, ~esoiu~io!r and Draft Minutes from June 1 I ,  2003 
Letter to P?anning ~ o n i ~ n i s s i ~ n  from Remy, Thomas, Moose and aniey, LLC dated June 1 I ,  2003 
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